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FINANCE DEPARTMENT 

On receipt of the reference usual notices were 

issued to the parties who have arrived at an amicable 
RISULATIONS 

settlement. The claimant has been taken back in servico 

and his representative has made a statement that he 
The 18th January, 1968 

does not wish to press his claim . I, therefore, make 
No. 10700-3FR -67/ 1855.-- In exercise of the powers my award accordingly . No order as to costs . 
conferred under article 309 of the Constitution of 

P. N. THUKRAL , 
India and all other powers enabling him in this behalf Dated the 11th January , 1968 . 
the President of India is pleased to make the following 

Presiding Officer , 
rules further to amend the Punjab Civil Services Rules, 

Labour Court , Rohtak . 
Volume III ( Travelling Allowance Rules ) namely : 

No. 103 , dated 16th January , 1968 . 
1. These Rules may be called the Punjab Civil 

This award is submitted to the Secretary to Gov 
Services (Volum : III) ( 1ravelling Illowance Rules) ernment, Haryana, Labour & Employment Department , 
(Haryana First Amendment) Rules , 1968. . 

Chandigarh , as required under section 15 of the Indus 

trial Disputes Act, 1947 . 
2. The following shall be substituted for the 

P. N. THUKRAL 
opening para of note ( 3 ) below 2.81 ( 1 ) : 

Presiding Officer, 

Labour Court, Rohtak . 
The Haryana Government have entered into 
reciprocal arrangements with the State 

The 20th / 25th January , 1968 
Governments of Orissa , Bihar , U.P., Maha 

No. 675-3Lab -68 / 1828. - In pursuance of the provi 
rashtra , Madras, Punjab , Rajasthan , 
Madhya Pradesh, Andhra Pradesh , Mysore, sions of section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
Kerala , Gujrat, J. & K., West Bengal (Act No. XIV of 1947 ) , the President of India is please 
and with the Government of India, for the ed to publish the following award of the Presiding 
payment of expenses of Government Officer , Industrial Tribunal, Haryana, Chandigarh , in 
servants who 

summoned by the 
Criminal Courts to give evidence in their respect of the dispute between the workmen and manage 

ment of M / s Jay Engineering Works, Sonepat. 
official capacity on the following lines : 

BEFORE SHRI K. L. GOSAIN , PRESIDING 
3. This 

OFFICER , INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL , 
amendment takes effect from Ist 
November , 1966 , 

HARYANA, CHANDIGARH 

Reference No. 93 of 1967 
B. S. MANCHANDA , 

Between 
Commissioner for Planning and Finance, and 

THE WORKMEN AND THE MANAGEMENT 
Secretary to Government, Haryana , 

OF M /S JAY ENGINEERING WORKS, 
Planning and Finance Departments . 

SONEPAT 
LABOUR DEPARTMENT 

Present. - Shri Shyam Sunder Singhal, for the manage 

ment. 
The 20th / 24th January , 1968 . 

Nemo, for the workmen . 

AWARD 
No. 681-3Lab-68 / 1832.- In pursuance of the provi An industrial dispute having come into existence 
sions of section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 between the workmen and the management of M /s Jay 
( Act No. XIV of 1947 ), the President of India is pleas. Engineering Works, Sonepat, the same was referred for 
ed to publish the following award of the Presiding Offi- adjudication to this Tribunal under clause (d ) of Sub 
oer, Labour Court , Rohtak , in respect of the dispute section (1), of section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
between the workmen and management of M /s G.H. R. Act, 1947 ,-vide Haryana Government Notification 
Industries , Mathura Road , Faridabad :-- 

No. 468 -SF -III -L :16-67 /29367 , dated 30th September , 
BEFORE SHRI P. N. THUKRAL , PRESIDING 1967. The only item of dispute which is mentioned in 
OFFICER , LABOUR COURT, ROHTAK the aforesaid notification is as under 
Reference No. 103 of 1967 

" Whether dearness allowance should be given to 
Between 

all the workmen ( including clerical staff due 
THE WORKMEN AND THE MANAGEMENT OF 

to rise in the cost of living index ? If so , 
M / S G.H. R. INDUSTRIES , MATHURA 

with what details and from which date > 
ROAD , FARIDABAD 
Present .-- Shri Darshan Singh , for the workman . 

On receipt of the reference in this Tribunal usual 
Shri R. C. Sharma, for the management. notices were issued to the parties and in response to the 
AWARD 

same the workmen filed their statement of claims and 
Shri Jai Bhagwan claimant was in the service of the management filed their written statement to the 
M / s G. H. R. Industries, Mathura Road , Faridabad . same. The written statement filed by the management 
His services were terminated and this gave rise to an was not a proper one and the management was, there 
industriał dispute. The Government of Haryana in fore, given time to file better particulars of their case 
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (c ) of sub- on 29th November, 1967. On the last -mentioned date 
section (1 ) of Section 10 read with proviso to that sub it was stated on behalf of the management that the unit in 
section of the Industrial Disputes Act , 1947 referred the question had closed down and the reference had , there 
following dispute to this Court for adjudication , -vide fore , become infructuous. The case was adjourned to 
gazette 

notification No. 531- SF - III-Lab 67 , dated 13th December, 1967 and since no one was then pre 
16th November, 1967 : 

sent for the workmen a fresh notice was ordered to 
Whether the termination of services of Shri Jai issue to the workmen calling upon them to appear in 

Bhagwan was justified and in order ? TE court on the aforesaid date and to produce their evi 
not, to what relief is he catitled ? 

dence in respect of the item of dispute . On the 13th 
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December, 1967 , no one again appeared for the work On receipt of the reference in this tribunal usual 
men . The management filed an affidavit showing that notices were issued to the parties and in response to 
the Usha Industries, Sonepat which was a unit of M /s the same the workmen filed their statement of claims 
Jay Engineering Works Ltd., and about which the dis- and the management filed their written statement 
putc had been raised had closed down with effect from the same. Necessary issues were then and the parties 
25th November , 1967 and all the employees thereof were called upon to lead their evidence in respect of 
excepting three , who had been retained in service for the same. Before the date fixed for the recording of 
finalising certain steps with regard to the closure, had evidence the parties wrote to this tribunal that they had 
been paid all their dues . It was further stated that no settled the dispute and that a settlement deed had been 
workman had remained interested in the dispute regularly executed by them . On the date fixed for evi 
covered by the reference . This statement was support dence the representatives of both the parties stated 
od by the management by a duly sworn affidavit. A before me that the dispute had been amicably settled 
notice was again issued to the workmen calling upon between them on terms and conditions contained in 
them to appear before the tribunal on the 12th January, Ex. A. and both of them desired that an award may 
1968 at Karnal. No one appeared on the said date be made in terms of the said document. I according 
also . I am satisfied from the affidavit of the manage ly make my award in terms of Ex . A. which shall 
ment and from the lack of interest which the workmen form a part and parcel of this award and shall be 
have shown in prosecuting the reference that the work published as an annexure to the same. 

No order as to costs. 
men are no longer interested in the dispute. Any how 

K. L. GOSAIN , 
they have not produced any evidence to substantiate 
their demand which is accordingly dismissed . 

Presiding Officer, 
No order as to costs. 

Industrial Tribunal, Haryana , 
K. L. GOSAIN , 

Chandigarh . 
Industrial Tribunal, Haryana, Dated 16th January, 1968. 
Chandigarh . 

No. 91, dated Chandigarh , the 17th January, 1968 . 
Dated 17th January, 1968. 

The award be submitted to the Secretary to Go 
No. 90 , dated Chandigarh , the 17th January , 1968.vernment Haryana, Labour and Employment Depart 

The award be submitted to the Secretary to Go ment, Chandigarh as required by Section 15 of the 
vernment Haryana , Labour and Employment, Depart. Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

K. L. GOSAIN , 
mient, Chandigarh , as required by Section 15 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

Presiding Officer , 
K. L. GOSAIN , 

Industrial Tribunal, Haryana , 
Industrial Tribunal, Haryana , 

Chandigarh . 
Chandigarh . 

The 24th / 25th January , 1968 
No. 676-3Lab.168/ 1830.--In pursuance of the provi 
ions of section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 

No. 7083 -Lab .- 68 / 2281.-- In pursuance of the 
Act No. XIV of 1947 ), the President of India is pleas provisions of section 17 of the Industrial Disputes 
d to publish the following award of the Presiding Act, 1947 (Act No. XIV of 1947), the President of 
Officer, Industrial Tribunal, Haryana, Chandigarh , in of the Presiding officer, Labour Court, Rohtak, 

India is pleased to publish the following award 
espect of the dispute between the workmen and mana 

in respect of the dispute between the workmen 
xement of M /s Seth Kanahya Lal Iron and Steel Com- and management of M /s 

M / s Purshotam Dass 
any , Gurgaon : 

Mehansaria , Powerloom Factory , Faridabad : -- 
BEFORE SHRI K. L. GOSAIN , PRESIDING BEFORE SHRI P. N. THUKRAL , PRESIDING 
OFFICER , INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL , 

OFFICER , LABOUR COURT, ROHTAK 
HARYANA, CHANDIGARH . 

Reference No. 87 of 1967 
Reference No. 48 of 1967. 

between 
between 

The Workmen and the Management of M /S 
THE WORKMEN AND THE MANAGEMENT OF Purshotam Dass Mehansaria , Power Loom 
A / S SETH KANAHYA LAL IRON AND STEEL 

Factory , Faridabad . 
COMPANY, GURGAON . 

Present : 
resent.--Shri R. S. Lakhotia , for the management. 

Shri R. N. Roy , for the Workmen . 
Shri C. B. Kaushik , for the workmen . 

Nemo for the Management. 

AWARD 
AWARD 

Shri Daya Nand was employed as a weaver 
An industrial dispute having come into existence by M / s Purshotam Dass Mehansaria , Power Loom 
etween the workmen and the management of M /s Factory , Faridabad . His services were termina 
eth Kanahya Lal Iron and Steel Company, Gurgaon , ted on 29th June, 1967 , on the ground that he was 
ver the following items, the same was referred for not attending to his duty properly with the result 
djudication to this tribunal under clause (d ) of sub- that the cloth was spoiled . The case of the 
action 1 of section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act workman is that there was no neglect of duty on 
147, -vide Haryana Government Notification No. 192 his part and this gave rise to an industrial 
F - III- Lab.67 / 11122 , dated 24th April , 1967 : 

dispute . The Government of Haryana in exer 
(1) Whether the termination of services of the cise of the powers conferred by clause (c) of sub 
workers mentioned in the enclosed list is 

section ( 1 ) of Section 10 read with proviso to 
justified and in order ? If not to what relief 1947 referred the following dispute to this Court 

that sub -section of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
they are entitled ? 

for 
(2) Whether any break in the continuity of No. 368-SF -III -Lab . 67, dated 8th September , 

adjudication , vide Gazette notification 
services of the workers mentioned in the 1967 : 
has been brought about by the management Whether the termination of services of Shri 
illegally and unjustified ? If so , to what 

Daya Nand was justified and in order ? 
relief they are entitled . 

If not, to what relief is he entitled ? 
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On receipt of the reference usual notices not required . The workman states that there 
were issued to the parties. The workman filed atitr his services were terminated as a result of 
his statement of claim and the management filed domestic inquiry in which he could not defend 
their written statement. The pleadings of the himself as he was not assisted by any co - worker. 
parties gave rise to the following issues : 

The management have no doubt filed the 
( 1) Whether there is no industrial dispute record of con estic inquiry but as already pointed 
between the parties to be adjudicated out the management have not cared to defend 

the case and produce any evidence . The result 
(2 ) Whether the Haryana Mazdoor Dal is is that the report of the inquiry officer remains 

not a registered irade union and for un - proved and it is, therefore, not possible to 
this reason has no locus standi to rely upon the domestic inquiry for the purpose 
represent the workman or to espouse his of coming to the conclusion that the dismissal of 
cause ? 

the workman was justified or not. It is proved 
(3 ) Whether the termination of services of by the evidence oi the workman that he was not 

Shri Daya Nand was justified and in to be blamed if his co -worker had left the 
order 11 not, to what 

relief is he machine un - attended without even informing 
entitled ? 

him , The workman has further stated that he 
The case was adjourned to 9th January , 1968 did not try lo misbehave with the supervisor. I, 
to enable the parties to produce their evidence in therefore hold that the termination of services 
support of their respective contentions. On the of Shri Daya Nand claimant was not justified 
date fixed I waited for the management up to and in order and he is , therefore, entitled to be 
2.00 p.m. but nobody appeared on their behalf. reinstated with full back wages . The workman 
The workman along with Shri R. N. Roy was should report for duty within 15 days from the 
present. The ex parte proceedings were , there- date of award becomes enforceable . No order 
fore , taken against the management . The work as to costs . 
man has appeared as his own witness in support of Dated 9th January , 1968 . 
his allegations . My findings on the issues framed 

P. N. THUKRAL , 
are as under : 

Presiding Officer , 
Issue No. 1 . 

Labour Court . Rohtak , 
Aswe have already seen the claimant has been No. 112 , dated 18th January , 1968 . 
dismissed from service on account of an alleged This award is submitted to the Secretary to 
misconduct. The plea of the claimant is that Government, Haryana , Labour and Employment 
he was not at fault and under Section 2 - A of the Department, Chandigarh , as required under Sec 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, he is entitled to tion 15 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 . 
raise an industrial dispute if he contests the 

P , N , THUKRAL . 
validity of his dismissal, In my opinion , there 

Presiding Officer , 
fore , there was an industrial dispute which 

Labour Court , Rohtak . 
requires adjudication . I find this issue in favour No. 712-3Lab - 68 2283.-- In pursuance of the 
of the workman . 

provisions of section 17 of the Industrial Disputes 
Issue No. 2 . 

Act, 1947 ( Act No. XIV of 1947 ) , the President 
There is no evidence that the Haryana of India is pleased to publish the following 
Mazdoor Dal which is representing the case of award of the Presiding Officer , Labour Court, 
the claimant is not registered trade union , Rohtak , in respect of the 

union . Rohtak , in respect of the dispute between the 
Moreover , the claimant is himself prosecuting workmen and 

management of M / s . National 
this claim and the workman cannot be rejected Wire ani Cable Factory , Village Jharsa , district 
on the ground that the union which has espoused Gurgaon :-- 
his cause is not registered . I find this issue in 

BEFORE SHRI P. N. THUKRAL , PRESIDING 
favour of the claimant. 

OFFICER , LABOUR COURT, ROHTAK . 
Issue No. 3 . 

Reference No. 55 of 1967. 
The workman has stated in his evidence 

between 
that he joined the respondent 
respondent concern on 1st 

The workmen and the management of M /S . 
January , 1961 and his earning used to came to 

National Wire and Cable Factory , village 
Rs. 145 to Rs. 150 p.m. He has stated that he 

Jharsa , district Gurgaon . 

Present: 
was incharge of two looms and his co -worker had 

Shri C. B. Kaushik on behalf of the work 
also two looms. On 25th May, 1967, his machine 

men . 
was not working properly and the threads were 
being broken very often so he was in re - uniting 

Shri Jai Lal, Proprietor of the respondent 

concern . 
the threads. The workman states that he did 

AWARD . 
not notice that his co -worker had left the machine 

The claimant Shri Ram Chander was in the 
unattended and when he did attend to his service of M s National Wire and Cable Factory , 
machine he found that the cloth was not being village Jharsa , district Gurgaon . It is alleged 
made properly so he immediately stopped the that his services were wrongfully terminated on 
machine and was busy in putting the threads in 17th September, 1966 , and he was not paid his 
order when the supervisor came and caught hold wages for the period of his forced unemployment 
of the coller of his vest and pulled him up and from 17th September, 1966 to 6th October, 1966 . 
said harshly as to why he had spoiled the cloth . This gave rise to an industrial dispute and the 
The workman states that he explained to the Government of Haryana in exercise of the 
supervisor that he 

was busy in putting the power conferred by clause (c ) of sub -section (1 ) 
threads in the machine in order when his co- of section 10 read with the provisos to that sub 
worker left the machine unattended and as soon section of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 , 
as he noticed that the cloth was not being made referred the following dispute to this Court for 
properly he had stopped the machine and was adjudication .--vide gazette notification No. 271 
busy in putting the threads in the machine in 

SF - ITI-Lab - 67 / 21039 . dated 15th July , 1967: -- 
proper order but the supervisor was not convinc 

( 1 ) Whether the termination of services 
ed and said that căreless workers like him were 

of Shri Ram Chander son of Shri 
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Kanahiya Lal was justified and in on 18th May , 1966 , and again started working i:1 
order ? If not, to what reliefjexact August, ljoo . Both tne parties are agitea was 
compensation is he entitled ?. 

tne ciaimant workea tu 1011 September , 1960. Ac 
(2 ) Whether Shri Ram Chander should be corwng 10 ine version of the marlagement une 

paid wages for the period of his forced claimant left service of mis own accuru on loin 
unemployment from 17th September, September, 1900 , came back on itn uclover, 1900 
1966 to 6th October, 1966 ? If so , with arlu Workea tu zuth January , lyon, and then 
what details ? 

again leit une service of his own accora . un the 
On receipt of the reference usual notices Quer nana une version of the ciaunant is inai 
were issued to the parties . Shri C. B. Kaushik huis services were terminateu by the managemen . 
appeared on behalf of the workman and filed a un don September , 1900 , Wiluout giving in any 
statement of claim in which it is alleged that the Ciläise - sulter or noluirg an inquiry ana su ne ap 
services of the claimant Shri Ram Chander have prvaillea tne Cunciation Cucer ana lörvugn 
been wrongfully terminated with effect from 

effect from us guva Ollices was taken back into service on 
17th September , 1966 , without giving him any in uctober , 1906. in my opinion the version of 
charge -sheet or holding an inquiry or giving him the claimant that hus services were terminated 
show - cause notice . It is further stated that there by the management appears to be correct because 
was an agreement before the Conciliation Oficer htne cialinant was not interested in conuinuing 
and it was agreed that the claimant would be iu work in the respondent concern ana leit ne 
taken back into service from 7th October, 1966 , service of his own accord he would not have ap 
with continuity of service . It is, therefore, prvacned to the Conciliation Uincer for belig 
prayed that the claimant be reinstated with con taken back into service . The proprietor of the 
tinuity of service and full back wages and he respondent concern admits in his evidence tnat 
may also be paid wages for the period of his the claimant corlinued to work in nis concern till 
forced unemployment from 17th September , 2011 January , 1907, and says that the claimant 
1966 to 6th October, 1966. Shri Jai Lal, proprie- inen left the service again of his own accura . пе 
tor of the respondent concern appeared in per dues not give any explanation as to why the 
son , in response to the notice. He did not file claimant was interested in troubling him again 
any written statement . He, however , made a and again by taking service unaer him then leav 
statement in Court. He stated that Shri Ram uig the service of his own accora anu then cuin 
Chander was in his service but he left the ser plaining to the Conciliation Omcer tnat nis ser 
vice of his own accord. He further stated that vices have been wrongly terminated and when 
no regular wages were paid to the workman and he was taken back into service he should again 
that he was being paid according to the work leave service and then raise an industrial dis 
done by him and on an average he used to earn pule for reinstatement. This conduct on ine part 
Rs. 60 to Rs. 75 per mensem . 

of the claimant is most un -natural in case he left 
The pleadings of the parties gave rise to the tne service of the respondent concern of nis own 
following issues: - 

accord . This conduct becomes very natural li 
( 1 ) Whether the service of the claimant he was forced to leave the service. It is not pos 

Shri Ram Chander have been terminat- Sipie to beueve that the proprietor of the respon 
ed by the respondent ? 

dent concern is wholly ignorant of the laws regu 
( 2 ) If the above issue is 

above issue is proved in the lating the employment of the industrial labour. 
affirmative to what relief/alleged com In case the claimant was really not interested in 
pensation Shri Ram Chander is en continung to remain in service and wanted to 
titled ? 

leave of his own accord then a letter of resigna 
(3 ) Whether Shri Ram Chander should be tion should have been taken from him and in case 

paid wages for the period of his forced he absented himself from duty without giving 
unemployment from 17th September , any intimation then a registered notice coula 
1966 to 6th October , 1966 ? 

have been given to him to show cause as to why 
After the evidence of the parties was record- he was absent from duty . We find that apart 
ed an application was made on behalf of the from the oral testimony of the proprietor of the 
workman that certain dates given by him regard- respondent concern there is no evidence that the 
ing the date on which he was taken in service claimant had left the service of his own accord . 
and date on which his services were terminated Under the circumstances of the case it is not 
were not correct and it was, therefore, prayed possible to place much reliance on the evidence 
that an opportunity be given to the workman to of the proprietor because he admits in his evi 
give the correct dates . Notice of this application dence recorded on 16th October, 1967, that he 
was gievn to the proprietor of the respondent visits his factory only on Sundays and on other 
concern and further statement of the claimant days he remains in his shop in Delhi. He says 
was recorded . A written statement was filed on 

that when he visited the factory on 18th Septem 
behalf of the management and a further state- ber, 1966 , he found that the machine was not 
ment of the proprietor of the respondent concern working and so enquired from the claimant as to 
was also recorded . Both the parties made a why he was not working and the claimant told 
statement that they did not wish to produce any him that the mistry was bothering him unneces 
further evidence and my findings are as under : 

sarily . It is clear from this evidence that the 
ISSUES No. 1 and 2 : 

proprietor of the respondent concern has not 
According to the version of the claimant Shri stances in which the claimant might have been 

much personal knowledge regarding the circum 
Ram Chander , he joined the respondent concern forced to leave his service . The person who is 
some time in the month of April, 1963, and re- actually managing the work of the respondent 
mained in service till 16th September , 1966 when concern and who maintains the attendance regis 
his services were terminated . He was re -em- ter, etc., has not been produced . I am , therefore , 
ployed with effect from 7th October , 1966 , inclined to believe the version of the claimant 
through th intervention of the Conciliation that his services have been terminated by the 
Officer but his services were again terminated respondent without giving him any charge - sheet 
after 20th January , 1967. According to the res or a notice to show cause as to why his services 
pondent s version the claimant joined the ser- be not terminated . 

be not terminated . He is , therefore, entitled to 
vice on 1st May , 1966 but left of his own accord be reinstated with full back wages. 
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Issue No. 2 ; 

Government invalid for the aforesaid 
Even if it is believed that the services of the 

reasons ? 
claimant were terminated by the management ( 2 ) Whether the management are required 
on 17th September , 1966 , and he was taken back 

to pay bonus to their workmen for the 
into service on 7th October , 1966 , I am of the 

year 1965-66 at the rate higher than the 
opinion that under the circumstances of the case 

minimum prescribed under the Pay 
he is not entitled to claim wages for this period 

ment of Bonus Act, 1965 ? If so , what 
of un - employment because the claimant never 

should be the quantum of bonus and 
raised this demand during the period he remain 

other terms and conditions of its 
ed in the service of the respondent. This demand 
has been raised only after his services have been 

payment ? 

Parties were called upon to lead their evi 
terminated again and in view of my decision that 
he should be reinstated with full back wages, I dence in respect of the said issues . The manage 
am of the opinion that it is not necessary to bur 

ment filed their balance sheet and the workmen 
den the management further by compeling them filed their obiections against the same but none 
to pay wages to the claimant for the period he 

of the parties led any evidence . During the 
remained un - employed from 17th September , 

course of the arguments it was very properly 
1966 to 6th October, 1966 . 

conceded by Shri Madhusudan Saran representa 
The parties are left to bear their own costs . 

tive of the workmen that the workmen had not 
Dated the 15th January , 1968 . 

been able to substantiate their demand . In fact 
P. N. THUKRAL , 

he made a statement that he withdrew the demand 
Presiding Officer. because it has not been proved and he said in 

Labour Court, Rohtak . his statement that the demand may be dismissed 
No. 114. dated the 18th January , 1968 

as 

having been withdrawn . The demand is 
This award is submitted to the Secretary to accordingly dismissed . 
Government , Haryana , Labour and Employment No order as to costs . 
Department, Chandigarh , as required under sec Dated 22nd January , 1968 . 
tion 15 of the Industrial Disputes , Act , 1947 . 

K. L GOSAIN , 
P. N. THUKRAL , 

Preciding Offirer , 
Presiding Officer , 

Industrial Tribunal, Haryana , 
Labour Court , Rohtak , 

Chandigarh . 
No. 759-3Lab .-68 2374. - In pursuance of the 

No. 127. dated Chandigarh . the 22nd January. 
provisions of section 17 of the Industrial Disputes 1968 . 
Act , 1947 (Act No. XIV of 1947) , the President of 

The award be submitted to the Secretary to 
India is pleased to publish the following award of Government, Harvana , Labour and Emplovment 
the Presiding Officer , Industrial Tribunal, Haryana , Department. Chandigarh , as required by Section 
Chandigarh , in respect of the dispute between the 15 of the Industrial Disputec Act 1947. 
workmen and management of M s Dewan Shah 

K L GOSATN . 
and Sons, Private Ltd., Jagadhri. 

Proeiding Officer , 
BEFORE SHRI K. L. GOSAIN . PRESIDING 

Industrial Tribunal. Haryana . 
OFFICER . INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL , 

Chandigarh 
HARYANA , CHANDIGARH . 

The 35th Tanyiarv . 1968 
Reference No. 79 of 1967 
Between No. 20-3Lab 682045 .-- In exercise of the 

powers 
The Workmen and the Management of M s 

conferred by sub-section ( 2 ) of section 33C of the In 
Dewan Shah and Sons , Private Ltd., 

dustrial Disputes Act , 1947 (14 of 1947) , and in super 
Jagadhri. 

session of all existing notifications in this regard . 
Present : Shri R. L.Gunta, for the Management. the President of India hereby specifies the labour 

Shri Madhusudan Saran for the Court , Rohtak as the Labour Court which shall deter 
Workmen . 

minc the amount at which any benefit referred to in 
AWARD 

that sub -section shall be computed in terms of moncy 
An industrial dispute having conie into in relation to workmen emploved in any industry in 
existence hetween the workmen and the manage- the State of Harvana , in relation to which the State 
ment of M s Dewan Shah and Sons (Private ) Government is appropriate Government. 
Ltd., Jagadhri, over the following item , the same 

The 27th January , 1968 
was referred for adjudication to This tribunal 

No. 835-3Lab -68 / 2687. - In pursuance of the 
under clause (d ) of sub - section 1 of Section 10 of provisions of section 17 of the Industrial Dis 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947.-- vide Haryana putes Act. 1947 ( Act No. XIV of 1947) , the 
Government Notification No. 356 SF - III -Lab .-67 
25078 , dated 18th August , 1967: - . 

President of India is pleased to publish the fol 

lowing award of the Presiding Officer , Labour 
" Whether the management are required to Court, Rohtak , in respect of the disnute between 

pav bonus to their workmen for the year the workmen and management of M / s , Wazir 
1965-66 at a rate higher than the mini- Singh & Sons . Mathura Road . Faridahad 
mum prescribed under the payment of BEFORE SHRI P. N. THTIKRAL . PRESIDING 
Bonus Act , 1965 ? If so , what should be OFFICER LABOUR COURT. ROHTAK 
the quantum of bonus and other terms 

Reference No. 67 of 1967 . 
and conditions of its payment" . 

between 
On receipt of the reference in this Tribunal The workmen and the management of Mis . 
usual notices were issued to the parties and in , Wazir Singh & Sons , Mathura Road , Farida 
response to the same the workmen filed their bad . 
statement of claims and the 

management filed Present :-- . 
their written statement to the same. The plead 

Shri Darshan Singh . for the workman , 
ings of the parties gave rise to two issues only 

Shri S. L. Guinta for the management. 
which were framed on 13th October . 1967 and 

AWARD 
whioh are as under : 

Shri Dalip Singh was appointed as a turner 
( 1 ) Was the demand in question pre 

v M / s. Wazir Singh & Sons, Mathura Road , 
mature and is the reference made by the Faridabad . at Rs. 200 per mensem . According to 
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the management he was appointed on probation these words have been scored off and instead it is 
for one year on 1st April , 1966 , and he absented written that no certificate is enclosed . The date 
himself from duty with effect from 1st March , on which this application is supposed to have 
1967 , onwards while he was still on probation been given is not mentioned though it is expected 
and on 10th May , 1967, he received all the amount to be mentioned . At the bottom of the form 
due to him in full and final settlement of his there is a space for the use of the office only in 
claim , The case of the workman on the other which it is recorded in red ink that the claimant 
hand is that he joined the respondent concern in has been appointed as a temporary probationer 
December , 1965 , and he worked up to 10th May , with no benefits on 1st April , 1966 , but strangely 
1967 , and he was not on probation . According to enough the signatures of the applicant in blue 
the workman his services were terminated with- ink also appear under these orders . The reason 
out assigning any reason or prior intimation . why the applicant was also required to sign at 
This gave rise to an industrial dispute and the the bottom of the form which is meant for the 
Government of Haryana , in exercise of the powers 

use of the office only is not clear. The date on 
conferred by clause (c ) of sub- section ( 1) of which the orders were passed appointing the 
section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 , claimant as a turner is also not given . Further 
referred the following dispute to this Court for it is mentioned at the top of the form that the 
adjudication . - vide gazette notification No. 303 applicant is required to fill in the form in his 
SF - III- Lab -67 22677, dated 31st July , 1967 : own handwriting but it does not appear that the 
Whether the action of the management in claimant complied with this requirement. Had 

terminating the service of Shri Dalip the claimant been illiterate then it could have been 
Singh , Turner or alternatively keeping said that he took the help of some body else to 
him out of employment on the alleged fill in the form , but the claimant is matriculate 
ground of wilfuļ absence from duty is and the manner in which he has signed his name 
justifed and in order ? If not to what at three places on the application form Ex. M / 1 
relief is he entitled 

shows that he can write fluently in English but 
On receipt of the reference usual notices the person who has filled in the form does not ap 
were issued to the parties in response to which pear to have such a fluent hand -writing. Second 
the workman filed his statement of claim and the ly against serial No. 9 where the applicant is 
management filed their rejoinder. The pleadings expected to give his experience if any and the 
of the parties gave rise to the following issues: -- words " six years .... .. turner" have been 

( 1 ) Whether the claimant did not attend scored off and the words " no certificate is enclos 
his duty after 1st March , 1967 ? 

ed " appear to have been written by some body 
(2 ) Whether the claimant was still a pro- else and not by the person who had filled up the 

bationer according to the terms of the form originally . All these are rather suspicious 
appointment letter when he left his circumstances and throw a great deal of doubt 
services ? 

about the bona fides of the management. It is 
( 3 ) Whether the 
the claimant voluntarily possible that the words " 6 years 

turner " 
received all the amounts due to him 

amounts due to him have been scored off against serial No. 9 where 
on 10th May , 1967 ? 

the application is required to state his previous 
(4 ) Whether the manager of the respondent 

experience so that there is some show of justifi 
concern called the claimant on 10th cation for appointing the claimant on probation . 
May , 1967 , in his office and dispenseri 

The words " no certificates attached " must proba 
with his services ? 

baly have been written later on , because the per 
ISSUE Nos . 1 AND 2. 

son who has written these words and the ink 
The main question for determination in this with which these words are written are both 
case is whether the workman left the service of different. The claimant has explained in his evi 
his own accord on 1st March , 1967 or whether his dence that in the month of January , 1967, the 
services were terminated by the management management withheld his pay up to 18th Jan 
without assigning any reason or prior intimation vary , 1967, and told him that the pay would be 
on 10th May . 1967. The question whether the given to him only if he signed this form and 
claimant was appointed on 1st April, 1966 , on 

since his family consists of 8 members and he 
prabation for one vear and was not confirmed was under going a great deal of hardship because 
in service when his services stood terminated is his rav had been withheld so he had to sign the 
not of much importance in this case because it form as required by the management. 
is not the case of the management that the ser The evidence of the claimant is supported by 
vices of the workman did not come upto the Shri Karam Singh , W.W. 1, who has served the 
mark and, therefore, the management decided respondent concern 

foreman from 15th 
not to retain him in service . 

the November . 1965 to 15th March , 1967 at Tis 500 
management have produced the alleged letter of per mensem . According to the version of the 
appointment to prove that the workman was ap 

management the claimant is supposed to have 
pointed on 1st April, 1966, on probation for one left their service of his own accord on 1st March 
year and evidence was also given with the help 1967. Shri Karam Singh , however, says that 
of the attendance register that the claimant did the claimant was still in service when he left his 
not attend duty from 1st March , 1967, onwards 

job on 

15th March , 1967. At the request of 
therefore , I propose to discuss issues No. 1 and 2 the claimant the attendance registers of the res. 
together to determine whether the version of rondent concern were summoned to dsce " in 
the management or that of the claimant is cor- the date up to which the claimant had actually 
rect. The letter of appointment by means of worked and the management in compliance with 
which the workman is supposed to have been ap- this request produced the required register and 
pointed is marked Ex. M , 1. It appears that the the witness after inspecting the register stated 
management had typed out application forms 

application forms that the register in question had been changed . 
which the applicants seeking employment in The witness savs that the Faridabad Engineer 
the respondent concern are expected to fill up 

expected to fill up ing Works is a sister concern of the respondent 
and submit to the management for consideration . M / s Wazir Singh and Sons, as both these con 
Against serial No. 9 the applicant is required to cerns are owned by the same parties and 
state if he had any previous experience . Origi- carrying on their business in the same building 
nally in the form Ex . M /1 it was written that the and the power connection which is in the name 
applicant had 6 vears experience as a turner but of M s Faridabad Engineering Works is also 
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utilized by the respondent concern Ms Wazirine respondent concern during the period the 
Singh and Sons. The witness says that the claimant was in service they are expected to have 
workers of both the concerns used to help each a first hand knowledge of the actual state of 
other and as the foreman , he used to supervise affairs their existing in the respondent concern 
the work of both the 

concerns. The witness and for this reason their evidence has great 
further says that he had on occasion to see the value. It is submitted that the date mentioned 
attendance register almost daily because he was under the signatures of the claimant when the 
a supervisor and the clerk incharge of marking received nis pay for the month of February , 1967 
the presence of the workmen used to call him is in May . 1967 and this fact strongly correbo 
daily before marking the attendance , He says rates the version of the management that the 
that the register as it 

existed originally con claimant was actually absent from Ist March . 
tained many more leaves and the cover was also 1967 onwards and that he of his Own 

accord 
of a different colour. The witness further says attendei he office of the respondent concern 
that in the original register the attendance of and received the amount due to him in full and 
workmen for the whole of the year 1966 and final settlement of his claim on 10th May , 1967 
till re remained in service , i.e., 15th March , 1967 , and signed his name in the navment of wages 
was marked and still the register was only ha!titgister 

iegister ana gave receipt Ex. M / 3 . It would 
full. The witness was shown another register tave been possible to appreciate this argument 
in which the attendance of the workmen for the uſ the learned representative in case the 

dates 
year 1967-68 had been marked and he stated that on which the workmen actually received their pay 
this register had been prepared after he had had been inentioned under their signatures as a 
left the service . The attendance registers of matter of routine but a mere 

look at the pay 
Ma Faridabad Engineering Works relating to ment of wages register shows that it is a very 
the years 1966-67 and 1967-68 were shown to the rarity that the dates on which the worker has 
witness and he staedt that originally the cover rceived his 

wages 

is mentioned under his 
of the register for the vear 1967-68 contained all signatures. Further the receint Ex . M / 3 acknow 
the leaves and the leaves relating to the year edges the receipt of Rs. 33.30 only . It has not 
1966-67 have been taken out and bound in a new been shown for what purpose this payment of 
cover. The witness has not been cross - examin- Rs. 33.30 Paise was made . Shri Surjit Singh simply 
ed in lider to challenge this portion of his says in his evidence that the claimant received 
stateracit. No evidence has been led to prove all the amount due to him in fuil and final 
that the registers in question are in tre original settlement of his claim on 10th May , 1967.--vide 
congion and they have not been tampereu with Ex . M / 3 and he also received the wagez due to 
in any manner . Shri Surjit Singh , partier or him and he signed the relevant eniry in the 
the respondent concern has only explained that 

payment of wages register as well, but it has 
the leaves in the attendance register are 

register are loose 

not even been put to the claimant that he gave the 
because the register is an old one and it con 

receipt Ex. M / 3 when he received Rs. 33.30 
tained 24 pages. The clerk who made entries Paise in fult and final settlement of his claim . 
in the attendance registers has not been pro- The claimant has denied that he set: led his 
duced in order to prove the date up to which 

accounts . 
the claimant was actually marked absent and After carefully considering the evidence 
the date on which his name was struck off from produced by the parties in 

support of their 
the rolls has not been indicated by the manage- respective contentions I am of the opinion that 
ment. In my 

opinion , the evidence of Shri ihe version of the claimant is correct as it is 
Karam Singh , ex - foreman , cannot be lightly coroborated by the circumstances of the case . 
ignored and it is corroborated by the evidence of the claimant has explained that when the 
Shri Bakshish Singh also an ex - employee of the rukers received their pay they nevor put any 
respondent concern . This witness has served date under their signature and except the date 
the representative concern from 1st November, 1.th May , 1967 which according to hiri has been 
1966 to 5th April , 1967, and according to his evi 

1:" itten later on . there is hardlv any entry in 
dence he claimant Shri Dalip Singh was still the register in which a date has been put under 
working in the resmondent concern when he he signatures of the workmen when they 
witness , left the service . No notice under regis 

ir ceived their pay . He has also explained that 
tered cover was given to the claimant to show some time his signatures were obtained on 
cause as to why he was absent from 1st March . 

Vucher when salary was naid to him and some 
1967, onwards and why his name be not struck iime his signatures were taken on the register. 
off from the rolls by 

reason of his continued This part of the statement of the clairtant has 
absence . 

also not been challenged during his 
The ! 320 Cepresentative of th . manage examination . 
ment during the course of arguments did not 
suggest any reason which might have promoted As already pointed out the guesiion as to 
the claimant to leave the services of the respon- whether the claimant 

was 

still a probaticner 
dent in this manner. It is simply stated that a when his services were terminated has no im 
notice copy Ex . M / 2 was sent under postal purtance in this case because accordır :g to the 
certificate to the claimant on 4th March , 1967. In iersion of the management the claimant left 
this notice the claimant has been warned that ihe service of his own accord and it is not the 
in case he did not turn up immediately it would case of the management that the work of the 
be taken ing granted that he was nou interested claimant was not satisfactory and , therefore , 
io continue in service any more and his name lois services have been rightly terminate :) in 
would be removed from the attendance register. accordance with the terms of his appointment; 
The claimant has denied the 

the recepit of this and so it was not necessary to give him any 
notice . 

charge - sheet or to hold an inquiry . All that 
The learned representative of the manage- reed be said in this connection is that the letter 
ment has criticised the evidence of Sarishri vi appointment Ex. M / 1 by which the claimant 
Karam Siagli and Bakshish Singh on the ground 

the ground is supposed to have been appointed on pro 
that they were the ex -employees of the respon- tation for one year is not beyond suspicions. 
dent concern and so they have deposed in favour In my opinion , it is also not satisfactorily 
of the claimant. In my opinion , it is not possible 

ni tablished that the claimant did not attend to 
10 dis - believe the evidence of these witnesses aus duty after 1st March . 1967 and that he was 
simply on this ground . Being the workmen of still a probationer then . 


a 
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sum 


may be 


issue No. 3 . 

Act, 1947 referred the following disputes to this 
It is true that the claimant received a 

Court for adjudication ,-vide Gazette Notification 
of Rs. 192.86 Paise on account of his pay for the 

No. 212- SFIII- Lab .-67 ) , dated 22nd June, 1967. 
month of February , 1967. It is not mentioned Whether the termination of services of Shri 
in this entry that the claimant received this 

Mehar Singh Conductor is justified and in order , 
amount in full and final settlement of all his If not to what relief he is entitled 
claim and the purpose for which 

a sum of 

On receipt of the reference usual notices were 
Rs. 33.30 Paise were paid to the claimant, vide 

issued to the parties who filed their statement of 
receipt Ex . M / 3 has also not been shown. There claim and rejoinder to the same and the follow 
is no other evidence on this point and there. ing issue was framed . 
fore , it is not possible to give a finding in favour 

Whether the claimant Shri Ram Mehar Singh 
of the management that the claimant is proved 
to have received voluntarily all the amount due leave and the termination of services is justified 

was in the habit of remaining absent without 
to him on 10th May , 1967. I, therefore, find and in order ? 
that this issue is also not satisfactorily proved . 

The issue was fraired on 11th August, 1967 
issue No. 4 . 

and the case was adjourned for evidence to 26th 
The chiy question which has been referred 
for adjudication to this Court is whether the August, 1967. On the date fixed the representative 

of the management Shri Jai Krishan , Booking 
action of management in terminating the 

Clerk , siated that there was a talk of compromise 

alternatively keep between the parties 
services of the claimant or 

which had not yet been 
ing him out of employment on the alleged 

finalised . so he requested that a date 
ground of wilful absence from duty is justified given to finalise the settlement. The representa 
and in order . It is, therefore, not necessary to tive of the workmen submitted that there was a 
decide from which date the 

management completed compromise between the parties, but 
actually terminated the services of the claimant the Managing Director had backed out and so no 
and so I give no finding on this issue. 
In viex of my finding on issues No. 1 and journment for the purpose . As desired the par 

useful purpose would be served by giving a ad . 
2 , I hold that the management is responsible ties were directed o produce their evidence on 
for terminating the services of the claimant and 12th September, 1967. 
this action on their part had no justification 

On the date fixed Shri Sultan Singh , 
whatsoever. In my opinion , therefore , the 

Managing Director of the responded Company was 
claimant is entitled to be reinstated with ful] 

present. He stated that there was again a talk 
back wages . No order as to costs . 

between the parties for a settlement which nad 
The 16th January, 1968. 

not matured and the management had not brought 
P. N. THUKRAL . 

any evidence under the impression that there 
Presiding Officer , 

ould be a compromise. On behalf of the work 
I.abour Court, Rohtak . 

men four witnesses were present and a request 
No. i31, dated the 22nd January , 1968 . 
This award is submitted to the Secretary to be recorded . However, in the interest of justice 

was made on his behalf that the evidence may 
Government, Haryana, Labour and Employ 

an adjournment was granted to the management 
ment Department, Chandigarh , 
as reauired and the parties were directed to produce their 
under Section 15 of the Industrial Disputes evidence on 3rd October, 1967. 

On the date 
Act. 1947 

fixed Shri Bishan Sarup , a Director of the res 
P. N. THUKRAL , 

ponded Company was present, but no evidence 
Presiding Officer 

was produced on behalf of the management. 
Labour Court, Rohtak . 

Shri Bishan Sarup , stated that he summoned 

three witnesses, who were in the service of the 
No. 819-3 -Lab -68 /2699. - In pursuance of the respondent Company and prayed for an adjourn 
provisions of sertion 17 of the Industrial Disputes ment on the ground that they were not present. 
Art . 1947 ( Act No. XIV of 1947 ). the President of This attitude of the management was not appre 
India is noased in publish the following award of ciated and it was observed that since the witnesses 
the Presiding Officer Labour Court, Rohtak , in were the employees of the respondent Company, 
respect of the Hisnute between the workmen and they could have been asked by the managem ant 
management of M / s . Thajjar Motar Roadways to attend the Court and there was no justification 
Jhaiiar. 

for delaying the disposal of the 

case in this 
BEFORE SHRI PN. THIKRAL, PRFSMING matter. Again in the interest of justice an oppor 
OFFICER , LABOUR COURT. ROHTAK . 

tunity was again given to the managemen ; to 
Reference No. 46 of 1967 

produce their witnesses and it was also ordered 
Between 

that summons may be issued to the witnesses in 
The workmen and the management of M / s. order to ensure their presences in the Court in 
Thaiiar Roadways Jhajjar . 

case they did not attend in obedience of the 
Present : 

orders of the management. On the date fixed the 
Shri Shiv Narain Vats on behalf of the management produced one witness namely Shri 
workmen . 

Tulsi Dass and requested for adjournment for the 
Shri Tulsi Dass, on behalf of the manage remaining witnesses on the ground that the 
ment. 

Managing Director of the respondent Company 
AWARD 

had given verbal directions to the employees to 
Shri Ram Mehar Singh was employed as a appear in this Court, but the employees preferred 
Conductor in M / s . Jhaijar Motor Roadways, to wait for the summons. Still another oppor 
Jhajjar. He was dismissed from service on 16th tunity was given to the management to produce 
February, 1967. It is alleged that he used to their evidence on 13th November 1967, which 
remain absent without leave and his irregulari- was changed to 11th December, 1967 under inti 
ties of attendance was causing great inconvience mation to the parties. On the date fixed the 
and was up setting the running duties of the staff . management again did not produce their evi 
The workmen maintains that his dismissal from dence and prayed for an adjournment in the 
service was not bona fide. This gave rise to an interest of justice . Last opportunity was given 
industrial dispute and the Governor of Harvana to the management to produce their evidence 
in exercise of powers conferred by clause C of and the case was adjourned to 9th January, 1967. 
sub.section ( 1) of section 10 of Industrial Disputes on the date fixed Shri Tulsi Dass, who is a Tax 
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Clerk in the respondent Company appeared on No. 130 , dated the 22nd January , 1968 . 
bi najf of the management 

with a 

letter of This award is submitted to the Secretary to 
authority f:in the Managing Director and stated Guvernment, Haryana , Labuur and Employment 
that au evidence on behalf of the management Departments , Chandigarh as required under 
Wis pitstnit and again requested for adjourn- section 15 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 . 
ment. He stated that the managing Director of 

P. N. THUKRAL . 
the respondent Company had gone to Chandigarh . 

Presiding Officer, 
It is not stated on what urgent business had 

Labour Court, Rohtak . 
Otct:s:sitated the presence of the Managing Direc 
tor at Chandizurh and why no arrangement could 

No. 833-3Lab .-68 / 2736.- --In pursuance of the 
be made for summoning the witnesses for pro- provisions of section 17 of the Industrial Disputes 
ducinther in the Court. So no option was left Act , 1947 (Act No. XIV of 1947), the President of 
to the Court but to close the evidence of the India is pleased to publish the following award of 
manage ment and to record the evidence of the the Presiding Officer, Industrial Tribunal, 
workmen 

Haryana, Chandigarh , in respect of the dispute: 

between the workmen and management of 
The workmin Shri Rarn Mehar Singh has M / s. Unni Utipatti Kendra , Panipat. 
appeared as his own witness in support of his 

BEFORE SHRI K. L. GÓSAIN , PRESIDING 
case and has produced one Shri Sultan Singh , who OFFICER , INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL. 
An as an employee of the respondent company . 

HARYANA , CHANDIGARH 
A wirst Du?.IVed the case of the manage 

Reference No. 83 of 1967 
: I ): It , At the rvices of the claimant were 

Between 
thinnad under the verbal orders of the THE WORKMEN AND THE MANAGEMENT OF 
Mueblo Diller , go because the claimant used to 

M / s . UNNI UTIPATTI KENDRA 
remain absent without leave and on account of his 

PANIPAT. 
Treulur attendance , great inconvience was caus Present: - Shri R , L. Gupta , for the management. 
td to the runing duties of the stuff . No evidence 

Shri Madhusudan Saran , for the 
háls b : 4:11 cd ) nove in what dates und for how 

workmen . 
many days Lay the workmen remained ab . 

AWARD 
ment whid there is no explanation as to why the An industrial dispute having curile intu exist 
Workxt: Wit oot hirte-sheeted for absentingence between the workmen and the management 
her if s:tfri thu dutils and why no enquiry was of M / s. Unni Utipatti Kendra, Panipat, the same 
hela in ti pyard . The mararement have pro- was referred for adjudication to this tribunal 
dir MC: 11: , namely . Shri Tulsi Dass in under clause (d ) of sub -section 1 of Section 10 of 
Uopt of this who says that in his pre- the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947.- vide Haryana 

in the Huma :: !! Director told the claimant Government notificaton No. 389 -SF - III -Lub -67 / 
du: lr.; thrust Gineral Election that in case he 26559, dated 5th September, 1967. The three 
W :: 1:01 clidir übsent he should apply for items of dispute which are mentioned in the sand 

in the Poly to the Court question the notification are as under :: 
witness admitted that he himself 

was absent ( 1) Whether the workmen as incotioned in 
ti tu !5 days . 

Annexure A should be coniirmed by 

the management ? If so , with what 
The case of the wurkman on the other hand 

details and from which date ? 
is that üuring the last General Election the 

( 2 ) Whether the workmen shown in the 
Maria Crn Durctur was himself a candidate for 

Annexure A should be granted dear 
the legislaciV Assern bly and Shri Manphul 

ness allowance ? If so , frum which date: 
Sinch ** his rivai candidate . The workman 

and with what details ! 
siły tut mig the election Shri Manphul Singh 

(3 ) Whether the management art regured 
cinne tu 1 : house and since he had come to his 

to issue / provide attendance cards to 
( the worsman s house ) he entertained him with 

their workmen ? If so , with what 
milk , etc .. and on the following 

day the 

details and from which date ? 
Managing Director enquired from him if he On receipt of the reference in this tribunal 
had entertained his rival candidates with milk , usual notices were issued to the partits and in 
etc. end he admitted this fact . The wirkman says response to the same the workmen filed their 
that on the next day there 

was an 

election statement of claims and the managerit:nt filtd 
Inati caled by the Managing Director in which their written statement to the same. Thre , pre 
the number of persons who attended the meet- liminary objections were raised by the manage 
ing was very small and the Managing Director ment which formed the subject-matter of issues 
suspected that the workman was supporting his No. 1, 2 and 3 framed by me. The sard issues 
riv :1) candidate and so he terminated his services are as under : 
without giving him any notice or charge-sheet. ( 1 ) Is the reference invalid for it2SOIS 
Shri Sultan Singh a Co -worker of the claimant 

d in paragraph 1 of the prelimi 
suport this version . 

nary objections in the written state 

ment ? 
carefully considered the 

(2 ) Is the dispute nut an industrial dispute 
Vidence produced by the Drties and in my 

for reasons given in paragraph No. 2 of 
opinion it cannot be held on the basis of the 

the preliminary objections in the 
evidence pruduced in the Court that the work 

written statement 
man ud to remain abstint without leave . More , ( 3 ) Could not the Haryana State Govern 
over. no charge - sheet was given to the workman 

ment make the present refirence 
nor any enquiry was he !d muinst him . Under Parties were given ( pportunities to lead their 
these 

circunstances im .. termination of the evidence in respect of the said issues and after 
Services of the wurkmen Shia Rum Mehar Singh conclusion of the same the represenzatives of both 
cinnet by said to be useities and he is entitled the parties addressed their arguments to me, 
to Pinstate with full back widgets . 

My findings on the said issues are as under : 
P. N THUKRAL , 

Isane No. 1 : 

libri Court , Rohtak . The plea of the managernent is that Unni 
Dated . the 13th January , 1980 

L tipatti Kendra , Panipat. is nothing more than 


have 
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a department of Khadi Ashram and that the In view of my findings on issue number 3. no 
reference could not be proceeded within absence adjudication of the dispute can be made in the 
of Khadi Ashram being a party to the same. present reference . 
There does not appear to me to be any force in Dated 22nd January , 1968 . 
this plea because the management of M /s. Unni 

Presiding Officer , 
Utipatti , Kendra, Panipat, is a party and if the 

Industrial Tribunal, Haryana , 
said management vests in Khadi Ashram , the 

Chandigarh 
said Khadi Ashram is for all intents and purposes 
to be deemed to be a party to the reference . More Dated , Chandigarh , the 24th January , 1968 . 
over a written statement has actually been filed 

No. 132. 
by the Khadi Ashram and the objection has lost 
whatever little force it otherwise had . The issue 
is accordingly decided against the management. 

The award be submitted to the Secretary to 
Government Haryana , Labour and Employment 
Department , Chandigarh , as required by section 

15 of the Industrial Disputes Act. 1947. 
Issue No. 3 


( Sd .) ..., 


The plea of the management is that the industry 

Presiding Officer , 
in question is being carried on under the authori 

Industrial Tribunal, Haryana . 
ty of the Central Government and that the appro 

Chandigarh . 
priate Government which could make this 
reference was in these circumstances only the 

The 31st January , 1968 . 
Central Government. On this point the manage 
ment have led evidence of their Manager , who No. 18206-3Lab -67/ 2543. - In exercise of the 
has appeared as R.W. 1 and has stated as under : 

powers conferred by sub -section 1 of section 13 
of the Employees Provident Funds Act, 1952, 

( Act 19 of 1952 ) , the President of India is pleased 
" We get finances from the Khadi Commis- to appoint Shri H , C. Jain , Provident Fund Ins 
sion which has its office at Bombay . pector (Grade II) , to be an Inspector for the 

work under their instructions. whole of the State of Haryana for the purposes 
Khadi Ashram works on the basis of a of the said Act and the scheme framed there 
certificate of Khadi and Village Board . under in relation to the establishments other than 
I have brought the original certificate those belonging to, or under the control of the 
with me and produce a true copy of Central Government or connected with a Railway 
the same as Ex . R. 1. Our connection Company , a major port, a mine, an oil field or a 
with the Khadi and Village Industries controlled industry . 
Commission is precisely on the same 
footing as that of Punjab Khadi Gram 

R. I. N. AHOOJA , Secy . 
Udyog Sangh Adampur or other insti 
tions of Khadi." 

INDUSTRIES DEPARTMENT , 


The 29th /30th January , 1968 . 
EX.R. I is the authority letter enabling the 
carrying on of the industry in question and this No. 991-61B - 68 / 2360. - In exercise of the 
authority letter has been issued by the Khadi powers conferred by section 91 of the Punjab 
Village Industries Commission , Bombay , 

Bombay. The Re-organisation Act, 1966, the President of India 
said commission was admittedly constituted by hereby specifies the Registrar of Firms and 
the Central Government under section 4 of the Societies, Haryana , who , on and from the appoint 
Khadi and Village Industries Commission Act, ed day, shall , as respects the State of Haryana , 
1956. Under section 15 of the said Act it was be competent to exercise the powers, duties and 
one of the function of the commission to authorise functions of the Registrar under Punjab Govern 
industry of this type being carried on at any place ment notification No. 41BII- 26 (2 ) -61/1442 , dated 
approved by the said Commission . Section 17 of the 20th January , 1962, in relation to companies 
this Act provides that the Central Government to which the Punjab Non - Trading Companies 
may , after due appropriation made by the Parlia- Act, 1960 , applies . 
ment by law in this respect pay to the commis 
sion in each financial year such sums as may be 

R. I. N. AHOOJA , Secy . 
considered necessary for the performance of the 
functions of the commission under this Act. The 

REVENUE DEPARTMENT 
certification committee is formed under the Act 
and its various functions are defined . I am per 

WAR JAGIR 
fectly satisfied from the evidence of R.W. 1 and 
from the documentary evidence consisting of 

The 25th January , 1968 
EX.R. 1. that the industry in question is being 
carried on under the authority of the Central 

No. 7857 - R ( IV ) -67 / 368. - In exercise of the 
Government. Section 2 ( 1 ) of the Industrial Dis 
putes Act which defines the appropriate Govern- the East Punjab War Awards Act, 1948, the 

powers conferred by sections 2 (a ) (ia ) & 3 (IA ) of 
ment clearly lays down that in relation to 
Industrial Dispute concerning an industry carrier war jagir of the annual value of Rs. 100 (Rupees 

any President of India is pleased to make a grant of 
on by or under the authority of the 
Government the appropriate Government shall one hundred only ) in favour of Shrimati Rajwan , 
be the said Government, i.e., the Central Govern- widow of Basti Ram , village Mundi, tehsil 
ment. The reference in question could in these Rewari, district Gurgaon , subject to such condi 
circumstances be made 

only by the Centra tions as to its enjoyments are contained in the 
Government and not by the Haryana 

Govern- respective Sanad of the Jagir granted to her . 
ment. This issue is decided in favour of the 
management. 

This grant will take effect from Kaarit , 1966. 


